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Informational Document for Stakeholders and Legislators on Potential Microbead Legislation

“Biodegradable” plastic microbeads should not be exempt.

* “Biodegradable” is a misleading claim (all things break down given enough time) that has been abused by
marketers and investigated by the U.S. Federal Trade Commission for violation of their Green Guidelines.’ In fact,
there is currently no working ASTM International standard specification for biodegradable plastics in the marine
environment.” Such plastics tend not to actually biodegrade into benign substances but instead break down into
smaller pieces that exacerbate the plastic pollution problem.

* Ifa product does in fact biodegrade in a marine environment, it does so over six months or more. Consequently
it persists in the aquatic environment and remains bioavailable to wildlife who mistake it for food.

* Both bio- and traditional plastics attract hydrophobic pollutants. While in the environment all plastic,
regardless of its degradability, absorbs toxins, collecting and contaminating the environment or concentrating
them up the food chain. Therefore, safe alternatives must be inert to the ecosystem before they leave the
wastewater treatment system and enter the water.

* The current data establishing the long half-life of “marine-degradable” plastics means they still pose a threat
to marine life that consume them, from zooplankton on up the entire aquatic food chain. Studies find that
toxic chemicals in or absorbed onto the micro plastic particles leach into the tissues of aquatic organisms,
increasing the concentration of pollutants in seafood that may be consumed by people.™

* “Biodegradable” plastics, just like traditional plastics, contain chemical additives that may be unknown and
unsafe.

Preemption of local ordinances should not be included.
* Preemption language supported by industry would prevent effective local initiatives and would garner
unwanted opposition from local governments and their allies.

Please see the attached model legislation for more information.

Additional Reading and Resources

Long Term Field Measurement of Organic Contaminants to Five Types Of Plastic Pellets
Ingested Plastic Transfers Hazardous Chemicals To Fish And induces Hepatic Stress
http://www.culturechange.org/cms/content/view/856/1/

CalRecycle Report on “PLA and PHA Biodegradation in the Marine Environment”
http://www.resodema.org/publications/publication17.pdf

'FTC Cracks Down on Misleading and Unsubstantiated Environmental Marketing Claims. Press Release, Oct. 2013,
http://www.ftc.gov/news-events/press-releases/ZOl3/10/ftc-cracks-down~misleading—unsubsta ntiated-environmental

"ASTM Standard Specification D7081 Standard Specification for Non-Floating Biodegradable Plastics in the Marine Environment.
http://www.astm.org/Standards/D7081.htm

" Marine Plastic Pollution and Seafood Safety. Feb. 2015. Volume 123, Number 2. http://ehp.niehs.nih.gov/123-A34/
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Scientific Evidence Supports a Ban on Microbeads

Growing scientific evidence indicates that synthetic plastic microbeads (hereafter,
()

microbeads) are a threat to the environment and should be banned Jrom all personal
care products. Microbeads pollute the environment, adding to the increasing abundance
of microplastic debris. Too small to be efficiently filtered by wastewater treatment
processes, microbeads are found in aquatic habitats and fish. Microplastic debris, and
its inherent cocktail of chemical pollutants, has been Jound in the stomachs of hundreds
of species of wildlife. The ingestion of microplastic may cause bioaccumulation of
hazardous chemicals and adverse health effects in wildlife and people.

—— 2

Background on the bead

Policy
Microbeads are a form of microplastic'. Thus, scientific evidence related to .

the sources, fate and effects of microplastic inform our understanding of Re CommendatlonS:
microbeads. In particular, microbeads are fragments or beads of plastic, ranging ey
from roughly Sum to Imm in size and do not biodegrade in nature. Microbeads 1. State apd federal lég‘SIa“‘{n
are used in hundreds of products including cosmetics, sunscreen, body wash, fr Should b Aly §ynthetlc plastic :

. microbeads from all personaI

toothpaste, skincare, and industrial and household cleaning products'. They
I includin

are used for several reasons, including as cleansing materials or exfoliants
(often replacing naturally biodegradable alternatives) to hide wrinkle lines in
cosmetics and to improve the feel of formulated products such as lotions.

What's the problem?

Microbeads are found in aquatic habitats*® and in wildlife® adding to the
growing quantities of microplastic debris. Microbeads, like all microplastic,
have the potential to contaminate food chains’, including seafood products
consumed by people. Microbeads in personal care products are designed to be
discarded down the drain during normal use*’. Due to their small size, it is not
feasible for wastewater treatment plants to screen microbeads, which are then
littered via final effluent or sewage sludge into the environment®,

5.8 microbeads
would fit across the
- edge of a penny

~ TINYB

.,.W'e"'Si}ppOI‘t legislation banning microbeads from

personal care products, a position supported by the
Welght of scientific evidence regarding the fate,
persistence and toxicity of microplastic debris.
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Microbead contamination and

harm

Although their small size makes them difficult to detect,
microbeads have been found in inland and coastal
aquatic habitats* and in ﬁshﬁ. Experiments have
demonstrated harm in ﬁsh9’1° from plastics that are the
same type, size and shape as common microbeads.
Microbeads pass through water treatment facilities, are
released into natural waterways and become microplastic
debris. Microplastic is ubiquitous in aquatic habitats,
including bays'"'?, estuaries and shorelines'>", coral
reefs’ , the deep—sea15 , freshwater lakeslé, rivers® and
Arctic Sea ice'”. Microplastics persist in aquatic and
terrestrial habitats for decades where they accumulate
hazardous chemicals. Microplastic has been reported in
hundreds of species globally, including marine mammals,
turtles, seabirds, fish and invertebrates'®. Microplastics
cause physical and chemical harm to animals™"’.
Physically, microplastic can cause cellular necrosis,
inflammation and lacerations in the digestive tract™.
Chemically, microplastic is associated with a complex
mixture of chemicals, many of which are priority
pollutants under the US EPA Clean Water Act for being
persistent, bicacummulative and/or toxic*'. Chemicals
associated with this ‘cocktail” can accumulate in animals
that eat them®™'*'****’ and cause liver toxicity and disrupt

the endocrine systemg‘m.

Current Progress

62 NGOs from 31 countries support the ban.

Multinational companies, including Unilever, L’Oreal, Procter
and Gamble and Johnson & Johnson, have pledged to stop the
use or sale of microbeads.

Bans have been proposed federally and in many states,
including AK, CA, CT, CO, HI, IA, IN, MD, ME, ML, MN,
NJ,NY, OH, VA, VT, WA, WI, & WY.

IL passed a ban on microbeads.

Mlinois Microbead-free Waters Act
This legislation contains loopholes allowing continued production
and use of microbeads that escape wastewater treatment processes
and are not biodegradable in the aquatic environment.

Text From the Bill:
»plastic® means a synthetic material made from linking

hrough a chemica ed on _to an_organ

PO LYIRE olaed 0

211 a dn_0¢ IK £ O EXLTUGEA a4 ) L d NLo
various solid forms retaining their defined shapes during life

Loophole: Defining plastic as those molded at high heat,
linking monomers, and retaining their defined shapes after
disposal, allows for plastics that degrade slightly in an

unspecified time period.
Text From the Bill:

Loophole: “Biodegradable” is not defined in terms of %
degradation under a specified time frame in the environment,
allowing microbeads to be made from plastics like PLA—a
material that is not marine biodegradaglezs.

Calculations are based upon
average estimates of microbeads

reported in final effluent®®?,

BILLIONS OF MICROBERDS

are washed down household drains

EVERY DAY.

California’s state-of-the-art Waste Water Treatment Plants cannot feasibly
filter out these small particles.

OVER 471 MILLION MICROBEADS

are directly released into San Francisco Bay every day via final effluent

The microbeads directly released into
San Francisco Bay each year would

cover over 1 and a half football fields

PO RS e R R

estimates that 99% of
microbeads that enter waste
water treatment plants are
retained in sewage sludge®and
the total flow of 35 waste water
treatment outfalls that release
effluent into the San Francisco
Bay/Estuary™. It is notewortly
that this capture does not mean it is
w0t released into the environiment.
Ofientimes sludge is land-applied in
agricultural fields and terrestrial
ENnVvIironments.
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Resolution—

Whereas. microbeads in personal care products are
indistinguishable from litter and cause the same
problems as microplastic debris; and

Whereas, the weight of the scientific evidence regarding
the fate and hazards of microplastics leans heavily in
support of the ban on microbeads; and

Whereas, microbeads qualify as pollution and therefore should be regulated under
existing U.S. legislation, such as the Clean Water Act; and

Whereas. a clean environment free of pollutants supports healthy populations of
wildlife and safe seafood and clean waterways for people; now, therefore.

We support legislation banning microbeads Jrom personal care
products, a position supported by the weight of scientific evidence
___regarding the fate, persistence and toxicity of microplastic debris.
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Microplastic pollution in the surface waters of the Laurentian Great
Lakes
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ARTICLE INFO ABSTRACT
Keywords: Neuston samples were collected at 21 stations during an ~700 nautical mile (~1300 km) expedition in
Plastic pollution July 2012 in the Laurentian Great Lakes of the United States using a 333 pm mesh manta trawl and ana-
Marine debris lyzed for plastic debris. Although the average abundance was approximately 43,000 microplastic parti-
Great Lakes cles/km?, station 20, downstream from two major cities, contained over 466,000 particles/km?, greater
Microplastic than all other stations combined. SEM analysis determined nearly 20% of particles less than 1 mm, which
Microbeads P . . . . ; . . .
were initially identified as microplastic by visual observation, were aluminum silicate from coal ash.
Many microplastic particles were multi-colored spheres, which were compared to, and are suspected
to be, microbeads from consumer products containing microplastic particles of similar size, shape, tex-
ture and composition. The presence of microplastics and coal ash in these surface samples, which were
most abundant where lake currents converge, are likely from nearby urban effluent and coal burning
power plants.
© 2013 Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.
1. Introduction bottles and light tubes, metal cans and derelict traps, and nets

Plastic pollution is the dominant type of anthropogenic debris
found throughout the marine environment (Barnes et al., 2009;
Gregory and Ryan, 1997). Floating plastic debris, including micro-
plastics, have been reported in the subtropical gyres since the early
1970s in the North Atlantic (Carpenter and Smith, 1972: Colton
etal, 1974; Law et al., 2010), North Pacific (Day et al., 1990; Moore
et al., 2001), South Pacific (Eriksen et al,, 2013), and outside the
subtropical gyres in near shore environments (Thompson et al.,
2004; Thiel et al., 2013; Dubaish and Liebezeit, 2013).

These plastic debris can be found in high densities and can have
far ranging impact on marine ecosystems. Though other types of
debris are found in the marine environment, such as glass floats,
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0025-326X/$ - see front matter © 2013 Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.
http://dx.dei.org/10.1016/ /j.marpolbul.2013.10.007

and line, 60-80% is estimated to be petroleum-based plastic
(Derraik, 2002; Thompson et al, 2004; Browne et al, 2010,
2011). Plastic marine pollution has the potential to transport
non-native species beyond their historical geographic range
(Astudillo et al., 2009: Barnes and Fraser, 2003; Bravo et al.,
2011; Gregory, 2009; Webb et al., 2009). A wide range of marine
life are impacted by plastic pollution through entanglement or
ingestion, including marine mammals, birds and reptiles (Laist,
1987; van Franeker et al., 2011), as well as through the persistent
organic pollutants that sorb onto the plastic (Mato et al., 2001;
Teuten et al., 2007, 2009; Rios et al,, 2010). The Convention on
Biological Diversity summarized there are currently 663 species
of marine life that are known to be impacted by marine debris
(Convention on Biological Diversity, 2012).

Plastic pollution may enter waterways through drainage sys-
tems, sewage treatment overflow during high-volume rain events
(EPA, 2007; Browne et al., 2010: Browne et al,, 2011), or can blow
off beaches or developed structures, like docks and piers (Ryan
et al., 2009). Microplastics may form on land by UV degradation
and fragmentation (Andrady, 2003; Thompson et al.,, 2004; Cole
et al., 2011) or road abrasion of larger plastic items through dam-
age by vehicles and transport along concrete pathways, but may
also enter the aquatic environment through direct release (Browne
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et al,, 2010). Polyethylene and polypropylene microbeads, used in
many consumer facial cleansers, have been identified as potential
contributors to marine pollution (Gregory, 1996; Fendall and
Sewell, 2009). Textile laundering facilities are also potential sources
of microplastic fibers (Browne et al., 2011), and microplastic parti-
cles from sandblasting media have been suspected to pollute the
marine environment since the early 1990s (Zitko and Hanlon, 1991).

Despite the ubiquitous nature of plastic pollution within the
open-waters of the world’s oceans, data describing microplastic
abundance in the Laurentian Great Lakes has been limited to beach
surveys (Zbyszewski and Corcoran, 2011). Given that the water-
sheds surrounding the Great Lakes are heavily urbanized (includ-
ing the cities of Chicago, Milwaukee, Detroit, Cleveland and
Buffalo in the United States, and Toronto in Canada), flow into
the St. Lawrence River and ultimately to the North Atlantic Ocean,
the lakes represent an important, potential upstream source of
plastic pollution into the North Atlantic Gyre. We report here the
first open-water survey for plastic pollution within the Laurentian
Great Lakes system.

2. Materials and methods

To explore the presence and distribution of plastic pollution in
the Laurentian Great Lakes, an expedition aboard the U.S. Brig
Niagara was jointly organized between the 5 Gyres Institute® and
SUNY Fredonia. The 3-week expedition began on 11 July 2012 from
Munising, Michigan, sailed Lakes Superior, Huron and Erie before
ending on 31 July 2012 in Erie, Pennsylvania. Five samples were col-
lected in Lake Superior, while 8 samples each were collected in lakes
Huron and Erie. The sea state on the Beaufort Scale remained be-
tween 1 and 3 for all sample sites. The 21 sample sites were not
equidistant, but samples were each 60 min long, timed using a stop-
watch, and the tow speed was kept to 2.0 knots. All samples were
preserved with 70% isopropyl alcohol.

Samples were collected using a manta trawl with a rectangular
opening 16 cm high by 61 cm wide, and a 3 m long 333 pm net
with a 30 x 10 cm? collecting bag. The net was towed along the
surface on the downwind side of the vessel using a spinnaker pole
to position the towline outside of the ship’s wake. The area sam-
pled was calculated by using the onboard knotmeter, which mea-
sures the number of nautical miles traveled over a defined
distance, to measure the actual length of sea surface trawled in
the 60-min period. The tow length multiplied by the width of the
trawl provided the area sampled, allowing particle abundance
per square kilometer to be calculated.

The samples were later rinsed in salt water, which floated most
of the plastic to the surface for removal. Using a dissecting micro-
scope, plastic was removed from preserved natural material, and
then sorted by rinsing through Tyler sieves into 3 size classes:
0.355-0.999 mm, 1.00-4.749 mm, >4.75 mm. Individual pieces of
plastic were divided into categories; fragment, foamed polysty-
rene, line, pellet, film; and then counted.

To understand the surface characteristics and chemical compo- -

sition of the micro-particles initially sieved from the Great Lakes
samples, all particles within the 0.355-0.999 mm size class for
each of the 21 samples were examined using scanning electron
microscopy (SEM). Samples were spread on double-sided carbon
tape, coated with a thin film of evaporated carbon, and then im-
aged using a Hitachi SU70 field emission SEM operating at
20 keV in backscatter mode. Qualitative elemental composition of
particles was confirmed using an Oxford INCA Energy Dispersive
X-ray Spectroscopy system (EDS). As SEM analysis showed the
development of very healthy biofilms on the surface of collected

5 hrtp://www.5gyres.org.

particles a small fraction of sample 21 was soaked in 2M hydro-
chloric acid for a period of 24 h, sieved, rinsed with deionized
water and dried prior to SEM analysis in order to image particle
surfaces in absence of this biofouling.

3. Results

Of the 21 net tows, all samples except one, sample 13, con-
tained plastic (Fig. 1, Table 1). The initial visual analysis separated
natural debris from material suspected to be plastic. The SEM/EDS
system was used for microscopic and elemental analysis of parti-
cles from all samples <1 mm. Particles >1 mm were more easily
identified as plastic, and therefore excluded from SEM/EDS
analysis.

Several particles <1 mm were suspected to be paint from the
vessel based on the red color and laminate nature. SEM/EDS anal-
yses confirmed that suspected paint fragments were not polymeric
and had a nearly identical elemental fingerprint to samples taken
from the vessel. It was concluded that these were paint chips from
the vessel and they were excluded from plastic particle counts.

SEM/EDS analysis also allowed the determination that many
particles initially identified as microplastic were actually alumi-
num silicates. The aluminum silicate particles were determined
to be coal ash and coal fly ash (Fig. 2) based upon a match between
our SEM/EDS analysis and similar analyses performed by a com-
mercial ash analysis firm (STS Analytical Testing Laboratory). Of
our 21 samples, 8 were found to contain coal/fly ash, with an aver-
age contribution of 20% (within the 0.355-1 mm size classifica-
tion). Our two samples with high particle counts, sample 20 &
21, contained 28% and 27% aluminum silicate, respectively, show-
ing that visual observation alone is insufficient to separate micro-
plastic from other debris.

Natural fibers, aluminum silicate particles and paint fragments
were removed from all visually sorted samples. The adjusted
microplastic abundance for all samples is given in Table 1. While
the samples showed great spatial variability (Fig. 1), with particle
counts ranging from ~450 up to over 450,000 per square kilome-
ter, the samples from Lake Erie were consistently the most con-
centrated as compared to the other two Great Lakes sampled. In
fact, Lake Erie samples account for ~90% of all the pelagic plastic
debris, with samples 20 and 21 alone containing 85% of all micro-
plastic particles collected in all samples combined. Lake Superior

" @ 3001-10000
@ 1000125000
® 2500150000
@ 50001-100000

Fig. 1. Distribution of plastic particles by count for 21 samples collected in three of
the Laurentian Great Lake:
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Table 1

Count, location and abundance of plastic pollution from 21 stations in three of the Laurentian Great Lakes.

Count, location and abundance of plastic pollution in the Great Lakes

Sample id. Latitude Longitude Count total Tow length (km) Abundance (count/km?)
Lake Superior

1 46.5737 -87.3413 15 1.94 12,645
2 46.6872 —86.6649 8 3.70 3541

3 46.7772 —86.4405 3 3.85 1277

4 46.8487 —85.2473 6 3.76 2616

5 46.5860 —84.7222 16 3.82 6875
Lake Huron

6 45.8682 -83.7218 11 3.80 4750

7 45.6372 -83.3776 3 4.00 1229

8 453463 —83.0087 4 3.87 1694

9 44.7287 -82.5399 5 3.70 2213
10 44.7676 -81.9475 15 3.76 6541

11 44.3480 -82.5583 13 3.98 5352
12 43.9240 -82.5130 1 3.59 456

13 434134 —82.3994 0 3.93 0

Lake Erie

14 41.8979 —83.0498 26 3.78 11,282
15 41.7523 —82.9450 9 3.15 4686
16 41.7830 ~82.7569 20 385 8511
17 41.8953 —82.3409 131 3.76 57,122
18 42.1425 -81.5131 13 3.52 6056
19 422411 —-80.7501 21 3.78 9112
20 423938 —79.9536 1101 3.87 466305
21 42.3000 —80.0259 657 3.83 280947

Fig. 2. Coal ash (A) has an irregular surface, whereas coal fly ash (B) does not.
Particle B was initially identified as microplastic until SEM/EDS confirmed its
inorganic composition.

Table 2
Abundance and type of particles in three size classes.

Abundance of plastic particles (count/km?) by type and size

0.355-0.999 mm 1.000-4.749 mm >4.75 mm
Fragment 247,106.5 123,906.2 11,2198
Film 3943.5 13322 4006.1
Foam 54,3409 18,2084 1810.5
Pellet 430,029.8 5614.1 420.9
Line 13289 2571.9 449.0
Count/km? 736,749.6 151,632.9 17,906.3
% Of total 81% 17% 2%

tended to show slightly higher particle counts as compared to
Lake Huron.

After adjusting particle counts for all 21 samples from the Great
Lakes after SEM/EDS analysis, the average abundance was 43,157
Plastic particles/km? Table 2 shows the distribution of particles

Fig. 3. Color variation among particles <1 mm from Sample 21.

within each of the three size classes, and each of the 5 type catego-
ries. Microplastic pellets and fragments were far more abundant
than other particle types. The size classes representing particles
0.355-0.999 mm accounted for 81% of the total particle count.
Great Lakes sample 20, collected at 42°23.62N, 79°57.21W, con-
tained 1101 plastic particles, or 463,423 particles/km?, which
was the highest count in one 60-min tow and greater than the
count of all other samples combined. Several microplastic particles
in these samples were green, blue and purple colored spheres,
which were suspected to be microbeads from consumer products
(Fig. 3).

Two national brands of facial cleansers containing polyethyl-
ene microbeads were sieved and analyzed using the SEM/EDS
system to evaluate their texture and composition. The micro-
beads within these consumer products were compared to the
multi-colored microplastic spheres in the samples, and found
to be of similar shape, size, color and elemental composition
(Fig. 4).
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Fig. 4. (A) SEM image of product 1 containing polyethylene microbeads. (B) Polyethylene microbeads in product 2. (C & D) SEM image of spherical fragment from GL 21 after
HCl wash. (E) SEM image of blue spherical fragment from GL 21. (F) Elemental analysis of fragment E showing it to be polymeric material.

4. Discussion

The results of this study posed several questions about the
source of microdebris, including the identity of microplastic parti-
cles. Many coal and fly ash particles were found. In the 8 states that
border the Great Lakes, there are 144 coal-burning power plants
(Stamper et al., 2012), which may release aluminum silicates in
the form of coal ash or fly ash into waterways through wastewater
discharge or aeolian transport. These inorganic microdebris were
removed from the samples, leaving abundant microplastic parti-
cles with physical characteristics similar to microbeads used in
two primary commercial applications: sandblasting media and
abrasives in consumer products.

sandblasting media using polymeric materials include acrylic,
with a density of 1.19 g/cm?, polystyrene (1.05 g/cm?), melamine
(1.51 g/cm?), thermoset polyester polymer (1.5 g/cm?), poly allyl
diglycol carbonate (1.31 g/cm?), amino thermoset plastic (1.47-
1.52 g/cm®) and urea (1.50 g/cm?). All of these materials would
be negatively buoyant in freshwater, and therefore are not likely
to appear within samples obtained in the Great Lakes.

Multi-colored spherical particles in the size class <1 mm
(Fig. 3) may be linked to consumer products. Some facial cleans-
ers, and other personal care products, contain spherical micro-
beads labeled on the product as polyethylene (0.91-0.96 g/cm?)
or polypropylene (0.91 g/cm?), which would float in freshwater
systems. Once used by the consumer, the plastic microbeads
may be washed down the drain, but few, if any, wastewater treat-
ment facilities capture all floating, non-biodegradable particulate

of 0.5 mm size or smaller. Sewage sludge, which may contain
microbeads, is often used as fertilizer in agriculture and public
lands (Saruhan et al., 2010). Also, during high rain events some
municipalities, which have combined sewer systems, may experi-
ence combined sewage overflow (CSO) events allowing raw sew-
age to enter local waterways untreated (EPA, 2007). Hence, there
are multiple point sources where microbeads may enter the mar-
ine environment.

There are a number of factors that may contribute to the large
spatial variability of plastic pollution in our samples. Of the 3
lakes studied, Lake Erie is the most populated, which might ac-
count for the consistently high counts obtained for each of the
8 samples obtained within this lake as compared to the others.
While Lake Superior is the least populated of the 3 lakes, all 5
of our samples within this lake were closer to the shorelines
(and thereby closer to the source of pollution) than was the case
for Lake Huron, for example. This may explain why the average
counts for Lake Superior samples were greater than those for Lake
Huron.

Samples 20 and 21 were an anomaly in terms of relative abun-
dance compared to all other samples. The abundance of microde-
bris, including both coal ash and microplastic particles, may be a
result of the convergence of currents in Lake Erie. Annual mean
current modeling suggest that currents in Lake Erie are pushed
southward along the shoreline (Beletsky et al., 1999). These two
samples were collected in the area of converging currents, are in
close proximity to several coal burning power plants (Stamper
et al., 2012) and are directly downstream from the cities of Detroit,
MI, Cleveland, OH and Erie, PA, (Fig. 1).
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5. Conclusion

This study aimed to investigate the presence of plastic pollution
in the Laurentian Great Lakes ecosystem. In July 2012 a total of 21
samples were collected in three of the five Great Lakes, with overall
counts varying from 0 to over 450,000 plastic particles per square
kilometer yielding an average count density of 43,157 +115,519
particles/km?2.

SEMJEDS analyses of all particles <1 mm differentiated micro-
plastics, including multi-colored plastic spheres, from other mate-
rials such as coal ash. Based on dense urban populations adjacent
to the lakes that employ combined sewage overflow, and the con-
vergence of lake currents near our sample sites, we believe the
microplastic spheres may be microbeads used in consumer prod-
uct applications, such as those used in facial cleansers. Though
sandblasting media may release microplastic particles to the envi-
ronment, their negative buoyancy in freshwater likely eliminates
them as a drifting pollutant. Our study supports the work of Fen-
dall and Sewell (2009), which suggested that the average consumer
may be directly releasing microplastics of a size suitable for inges-
tion by marine organisms without having degraded to become that
size. Microbeads are microplastic by design and have similar con-
sequences in the marine environment.

The presence of significant amounts of coal ash and coal fly ash
in our samples from the Great Lakes confirms the importance to
conduct elemental analysis (SEM/EDS) or chemical analysis (FT-
IR) of debris to avoid misidentification. Understanding the type
and abundance of microplastics in near shore environments will
assist efforts to identify and mitigate sources of plastic marine
pollution.
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